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BELLSOlfrH
TBLECOMMUNICATIONS. INC.

SOUTH CAROUNA
ISSUED: March 18. 1996
BY: President· South CllI'Olina

ColumbiA. South Carolina

GENERAL SUDSCRJBER SERVICE TARIFF Fim bVised PI.e I
Cancels Orilinol Pale 1

BFPBCTIVE: April 9. 1996

GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICE TARIFF FOR THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Thil Tariff conlllins relulAlions and l'llla applicable for the (umi.bina of B.uie Local excbAnle ScMce. Lon, Distance m
Mea.llp Telecommunications Service. Mobile Telephone Service. Wide AI'C1I Telecommunicationa Service and for other
pnctal subscriber servic". equipment and fllcililia associAted with Ihe precedin. services offered by B,llSoII.1a
T,hcD",,,,""""'loftl. Inc. within mis St:ate.' This Tl\lifC and I Map Sllpplement con&lininc individual Bxchon&c Service
Area. Zone Rite Area and Sue Rale Area M~ps are on file with Ihe South CIIOURI Public Service Commissiun.

Communication service. dClCribed in this Tariff arc furnished tbrolleh facilitios provided by lhe Complny for the
lI'1lnsmission of inlelliaeftce by electrical impulse. principally by means of wire. radio or a combination thereof.

EXPLANATION OF SYMBOLS

When ChlUllCI are made in any tariff pale, :l revised palt will be issued c~nccUinl the tariff pa&c arfCClCd; such chtmges
will be identiIicd lhrough the usc of lI\e following Iymbols:

'-

(8)

(e)

(1)

(I)

(M)

(N)

(0)
(R)

(S)

(T)

(U)

(V)

To sianify "tIS ellllblillhcci IU\clcr bond

To lilnify I chanScd r'l'Ilalion or wiff
To Ilanify clilcont.illuecl RIll, ,.p,.ion OIlczl

Til a1pify Incre.. in nil

To sipfy III1lM from OK pIP fA IlIOlher witllllo Chanl' !.II ." "IWIlIOft
or llrilf

To llaa'I'y IICW nllandlo, new ICI'I'.lion. andlor new leXl
To llpit) 011101_ rill, repilDon or lUI

To alpir, rtdllClioa in rICe

To cipify lI'llIua Ill'IIdy Ippearina in 1lI00hw pan of tho lIrift IIld repcllllcl
forcilriticilion

To sipify I ohu•• ill lilt but 110 chin" ill rote or n:£IIlauon

To alpity USOC lidded or c:hanIed only
To lI....ity yjalll.. lIIriff

The precedinlsymbols will apply excepl where odditioftlilymboll are identified I' the bottom of Dn individual palc.

NOlO I: Wherever in thi. Tariff the name ·SouUtem 8eJ1 Telephone and Telo,raph Company· or the
term ·Company· appeal'l. that .hl1. meaD and shan refer to HeUSouth Telecommunications,
lno•• unlou Ihe context clearly indicaleJ otherwise.

(N)
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TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.

SOI1TH CAJlOLTNA
ISSUED; Febm;uy 10, 1997
BY: President - South CtlrQlina

Columbia, Soulh ClIl'OlinD
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TELECOMMUNICATIONS. INC.
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SOUTH~ BELL TBLEPHONB
AND TELIlGRAPH COMPANY

SOUJ'HCAROUNA
ISSUED: July So 1994
BY: 1'NId1ll&' SlIUIb CuoItn.

Columbia. SOIIlII CIIoIi".

CKIftRAL SUBSCRIBIR SERVTCZ TAlIm Till'" Reviled PlIO \$
CtIlcIIl. NInJIl Revllod ..... U

EFFBC'I'tV2: AUBJlltl, 1994

-'

AI. CHARGES APPUCABLE UNDER SPECIAL CONDmONS
AI.S R•••rv.d for Future U••

AI" Contract ServIce Arrangemenbl
AUt a.tenl

A. When ecanamillally prICIIollbIe. 0IlIlllIMr If*lifle tAllIlrIl:l Nn'Jce lII1'IIlpmllllJ m., be lIunUhId 1ft llau ofaJIllnllll'l1'l'
~ppnwI*d'" " .........fll*IItlaI fbr lIIlCOllllornlo I:/ypIIIof~~...,., UlleoGIIllIIIlo bypus 0CClIlt
wilen III attemIlIve aetYice aI'I'IftIeIlItl II U111.... 1ft UIll 0' CCllIJlIIIt' ..mea. _lIfIceIlIeIow 1IIe Compuy'. IIlU IIuC
aIIoft die Oampaay. IIICNIIIIlIIlII COllI. PumIIItt lD Order No. N-IM, lbII TUUI' will mnaln ill elf.. uoi_ Olhorwl..
modIfted tilt IBllICmd by IlI!lloriJIlIon ofllle PuItlIc s.mc.Clllllmillloll.

.. 11.-. Ch....... Termlllld ldclidanal rapllllona, iC Ippllcabla. far the _traa -n:. ~1I11t1llbe dcmlDpacI Dn
11\ iIlcIiVIdlIaICIII bIIlI.lIICI wllllnoillde aI' relovw 001II.11111I11\ Ippl'IlflrII1O level ofClCllIViIIU&Icl

C. Unilll 0lllerWlI0 IpCOlned. 1110 rellllldonl for IOlIVtCl MMce 'l'l'Il\8OlMMI are \II I4dItloIIlD IIle lIllPllclllle reallIl1iDn1
lIlId fI1IIIlIIOQl1Iad In lllhar ICCtiDnI Dfthll TarIf'f•

.u.6.2 R•••ltd e........
A. TIl, toIlow1nall IllSlIlII of relllllld chIr1ct 10 avblOflbers requlrinll ColItrIC& SolvtDl Arnnlcmcau.

I. ~Id far PIlUlfe U..



SOU'I1UlRN BELL TaEPHONB
ANDTBUlOJWlH cot.O'ANV

SOU1H CA1lOLINA
ISSUED: 0ClllIlcr" 1993
BY: PNIIdent • Sallth CIn:lllna

Columbia. 80udl C1ru11M

GINIR.\L IUlSCRllER SIRVla TARin' s-ct JUvlIId Pip 5
CUoIlI FIrIt Reviled Pile 5

EPJIIC'nVE: November 15, 1993

--

AI. CHARG!S APPUCABLE UNDER SPECIAL CONDITIONS
AI.3 Cherg. for Unuaullln_llltlD,.. (Cont'd)

A5.3.2 S....l Typ_ 01 IutIIIIUA.
WbIn a..... Iype llf IIIItaIIatioll il desired by a IUblcriber or while the Iftdlv!due1l111JulrlIlIllllIU of a panll:U1Ir IiIUatIon
IIIIIla dIIInItalllllOll \llluaally~Ye, \tie IUbKriber II required ID ......1Ilo ex_ coS! of I11C11l1ltIaItallon.

AU.3 T.....,..., Inttailltioll
W1IelIIIl InMlladonlt required for 1eIlIporu)' 1e"lce and 1Ilonl II no Immedllto proIpIOl of rtuIIqllle plant provlded,mc
IlII110rlber may bo roqulrcd 10 bear all or I ponIo1I or IIlc _ ot lUCia inltallaIIlIII, Ova' and above all OIlIer f'eIIIllt cIIaraa
fbreervlce llIld equipment

AlA Special Servtce Arrang.....nts
1\5.4.1 G.aenl

A. WIlIrt prIO\Iceblo, _.lequlpmlllt IQd amnpIMIItI.' nOl 0lllelWlIe provided Cor in IhiIIIrltr. lilt tlIrnIIhed ltdlay .,. in (C)

IIOOlIIlI w111l IlllllorIzId MrYIoo otIamIp and It thllY an 10 be a..s In caaIlICIIolI wl1lI IllId lUll cIelrilnentil to Illy at dla
..... I\Imllbed by \tie Company. C1WpI tor IIIC. tpOOIaIlCrYtclIl/ftIIlCQIIIItI wlll1le b_ on die atlmlle4 0011I of
ftInIIlhlnt &IIem.

B. InldallCrYlaII parioda aaallni lIllD IIIlIlItIlIllllY be nec:aary for flIcllklelllld equlpmonl proYlcled under alplOiailerYlaII
IIWMIII'IlClIL

C. TbII .......... and CDll1TII:l term. far IIlI faltowlnll1emlllaYl boIn IIDIIIJIIleO u apeoilW IIIoYlID milt lhe plldcullr
lIqlIirImInU of IeI1aIlI IlIbtoriben. Inclalloa at the ntII ... coda .... III no ..., 00lIICl1ulII I1IdIorIzaIIoll for an)'
IlIIIal:rlber ather 1IlIn me. rpeclfted. Suvlce cIw1a lIPply to InlllllaUOII of SSAI~ ID Iho Inldal hlstIIlldon of
1IIoot1llCl1q1llpmen&.

N.. I: In ardor ID IIlIIIt Opea NIIWOrk An:ll1IIcUn (ONA)~ the Canapany, upaa (II)

~ re.-. will prodllllO a ....... urapmeac for WlIlllbAl'" ICll'YIaII IIld
perr-- IIld Fault MIftIII8IIlIl& Sorviol baled upoIl crilIrta In AS.". I.
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TBI PUBLIC smVleE COMMISSION 0'

SOUTH CAllOLlNA

DOCDT NO. 84-379-C - ORDEll NO. 84-804

October S, 1984

IN IlE: Application of Southern Ball Telephone and ) OJ.l)D
tela.raph CollqallY to Amend Certa1n PortlolU1 ) APPBOV11IG
of lta Geural Sub8criber Semce., Pttv.te ) TAaIJ'P
Line Service. and Acc... SeTV1ces Tariff. )
So Aa co Allow Limited CoQtractual Servlcu )

Thil matter come. before the South Carolina Public Setv1ce ~1IIIII1a.lon

by vay of the Applic:at1cm of SoutherD Bell Telephone a1ld Telearaph Company

(the C4mpauy), f Ued au Joe 18, 1984. whereby the Co.,.", 80Upt to amend

caZ'uiD portiou of ita Caneoral Sub8cr1ber, Pr1vate LiDe and ken. Sarv1cel

Tariffs. Thea. amendments would .110w the ~mpallY to pmvtde ta1eco1lllllU111cat1D1l1

••nicel on a cale-by-cale basis in 11eu of then exuttn. taTiff rat•• when the

volume of 8eniee offeZ'ed would penit contractual rat•• that would recover the

COlts of PTOv1d11l1 a competitive aemr1ce aad provide. contribution to the

balie sen1ees.

'!'be Application waa £U.4 pUl'luant to S. C. Code AIm. Section

58-9-520 (1976), a••••ed, alUl 1..103-830. el leg, of the Com.U8101l 11 1lu1••

alUi Ialulat1ons. Sub.equant to the date of fUil1l. Notice was &iVA in tbe

State Resiscer, Vol. 8, I.lue 7, dated July 27, 1984.

".'
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noClCET NO. 84-379-C -(dOER NO." 84-804
October 5, 1984
,ale Two

Pollowing Notice of this matter. the Consumer Aclyo

c.ate of South Carolina (the nCOnSUllel' Advocate") filed a Peti

tion to Intervene and was granted status as an Intervenor by

Order of the Co.~ission dated AUlust 21, 1984. By lotter

dated Septellber Z8, 1984, the Consuaer AdYlocate bas advised

the COlll1lisslon that it does not feel that a heartnl need be

held on this c.ause provided the Company alrees to fully info~.

the parties hereto, on a ease-by-case basis, when serviees aro

provided pursuant to these tariff reyisions. Southern Bell

has alreed to provide that infor.ltion and to lIIate IVlllable

for inspection the cost studies and mechodologies which sup

port contract services proposals.

In determinina whether or not a hearing 1s ~equired

in this Alatter, the COlllllssion 1s mindful of f!!!. Section

8-9-250 (19'6) which states in pertinent p.r~ that "no tele'"

phone utility shall, as to rates or services, .ake or grant

any unreasonable preference or advantage to any person." That

nondisc.rimination statute continues t however, and states that

c.lasllfic'tions of rates and services .ay take into account

'~the condi tions and circumstances surroundlnl the services,

such as the t1lle when used, the purpose for which used, the

delland upon plant facilities .... or any other reasonable consi

deration."

It is apparent to the COlIlDllsion that the present

state of flux 1n the telephone 1ndu5tTY as a result of the
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DOCKET NO. 84-379-C -{ .DEa NO. 84-804
October S. 1984
Pase Three

break~up of tbe Bell System (see, United States of A.erica v•

Western Elec:tri c: Co.! et a1 t Ci viI Action No. 82-0192 (D. C.

1982) has reqUired that we remain mindful of the objective of

universal telephono servlco in South Carol1na~ As such, the

public intet'e!t t'equl1"es that relulatloft, whilo a neeessary

surrogate for co.petition, not be an iapediaent to • utl11tY~5

ab1 11 ty to reta1n existing custOllll"S .nel/or attract new ones

1n competitive situations. Indeed, the Supre.e Court of this

State has similarly rUled In an analolous situation. Atlantic

Coast Line R.ailroad v. South Carolina Public Service CO.lDis~

!!!a, 144 S.E. 2d t 212, 119 (S.C. 1965). The Comaission finds

that the instant proposal is a proper interim response to

arow1na competition 1n the telephone industl'Y aDd should be

author! zed Eot' a twe! ve"'lIonth period beclnnln. wi til the da te

of this OTder. By this Order neithel' the Co••isslon. staff.

nOT any party waiyes any right to question tbe propriety of

the Company's pricinl methodology for basie eschanl' servlee

or any other sel"vice. The Comllission expl"essly resel"ves tbe

Tight to reopen this matter and to issue aD order aa.neline or. . .
el1.1natins tbe authorlty sousht by Southern Bell after hear-

lnl froll all lnterested parties.

IT IS THB11'012 ORDERED:

1. That the proposed a••ndments to tbe tariff of

Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Co_pany filed in this

lIatter are .pproY·.el for a tvelve-.oath pe'l'lo4 cOII.encing on

the date of this Order;

;
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DOCUt NO. 84-379-C - \, ,)8 00•..84-804
0<: tobe'J:' 5. 1984
Pas. Four

2. That tbe hear1!1a 1'l:8v1Dusly 8cheduled. 1n this _ttet' 1.

haTeby cancelled;

3. That ~cler Na. 84-787 ls.ued. 1n this Docket 1. bareby r ••cillda4~

4. 'l'bat Southe¥'ll Bell file with tM... Co-uajDD aM th. eoa•.-r

Advocate quarterly reports sbow1QI the number aDd type of offel'iDp p'rOViCled

UDder this "contr4ct aenices" p1'Opo8al a8 well a. pl'OV14e ace.... to 1nfoft8ctaD

sufficlent tD determ1ne that such aenices aft fully c01lPen••tory to the

CoIIpany;

5. 'that this Order shall remain in full force and effeet untl1

further Oreler of the Colllll1saioll.

8Y OlDER OF THIS COKHISSIOlh

AftES'r:

(SB&L)
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--
Before the

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington. DC 20554

In the Matter of

Application of Arneritech Michigan
Pursuant to Section 271 of the
Communications Act of 1934. as amended.
To Provide In-Region InterLATA Services
In Michigan

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CC Docket No. 97-137

COMMENTS OF BELL ATLANTIC
ON PETITIONS FOR RECONSIDERATION

The Commission should grant the petitions that ask it to reconsider its discussion of the

script proposed by Ameritech for use on inbound calls. That portion of the Order, while dicta,

directly conflicts with the 1996 Act, which expressly pennits a Bell operating company and its

interLATA affiliate to jointly market their services, is inconsistent with the Commission's own

non-accounting safeguards rules, and. by the Commission's own analysis, would raise serious

constitutional concerns to boot. Consequently, the Commission simply should withdraw this

portion of its Order.

1. Background. In its application, Ameritech included a script for use on inbound calls

that proposed to infonn callers that they have a choice of long distance callers, and that

Ameritech is one of the choices. It also offered to read a list of available carriers at the caller's

I The Bell Atlantic telephone companies ("Bell Atlantic") are Bell Atlantic-Delaware,
Inc.; Bell Atlantic-Maryland, Inc.; Bell Atlantic-New Jersey, Inc.; Bell Atlantic- Pennsylvania,
Inc.; Bell Atlantic-Virginia, Inc.; Bell Atlantic-Washington, D.C., Inc.; Bell Atlantic-West
Virginia, Inc.; New York Telephone Company; and New England Telephone and Telegraph
Company.
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option. In its order, however, the Commission concluded that the proposed script was tlawed.

and suggested that Ameritech instead should read a randomized list of all available long distance

carriers.2 While the discussion of this issue in the Order is non-binding dicta. the uncertainty it

has engendered significantly impairs reasoned business planning efforts. As a result. this portion

of the Commission's Order simply should be withdrawn.

2. The discussion of the script proposed bv Ameritech is inconsistent with the Act. In

section 272(g) of the 1996 Act, Congress expressly permitted a Bell operating company and its

interLATA affiliate to jointly market and sell their local and long distance services, and made it

clear that this joint marketing did not violate a Bell company' s non-discrimination obligations

under the Act. Prohibiting the use of scripts such as that proposed by Ameritech simply cannot

be squared with this section of the Act.

The reason for this is straightforward. In most of the jurisdictions served by Bell

Atlantic, there are well over 100 available carriers. For example, there are over 140 in the

District of Columbia, and over 170 in New York. Merely reciting a random list of carriers would

take a service representative eight minutes or more, and consumers simply cannot be expected to

sit still for the inconvenience of having to listen to a list this long. Instead, they will interrupt

with a selection (or simply terminate the call), if only to put a stop to the seemingly endless roll

call of carriers. This not only would trigger a flood of complaints from frustrated consumers, but

also, by effectively preventing a Bell company from jointly marketing its local and long distance

services on inbound calls, would run afoul of section 272(g).

2 See Application ofAmeritech Michigan Pursuant to Section 271 ofthe Communications
Act of1934, as amended, To Provide In-Region. InterLATA Services In Michigan, CC Docket

- No. 97-137, Mem. Op. and Order (reI. Aug. 19, 1997) ("Ameritech Order").

2
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In fact, the legislative history makes clear that Congress intended to permit a Bell

company to "offer the same one-stop shopping alternatives that long distance companies can

offer." See 141 Congo Rec. E1913-02, E1913 (Oct. 11, 1995)(rernarks of Rep. Mike Ward,

Kentucky). But a long distance carrier offering local service would not have to subject its

customers to a list of more than one hundred competing providers before even mentioning its

own service. And Congress simply did not intend for a long distance incumbent to sell all their

services to a customer on an inbound call, while denying that same opportunity to a Bell

company. 3

3. The discussion of the script proposed bv Ameritech is inconsistent with the

Commission's own rules. In its Safeguards Order implementing section 272, the Commission

expressly held that "a BOC may market its affiliate's interLATA services to inbound callers,

provided that the Bell company also informs such customers of their right to select the

interLATA carrier of their choice."4 In addition, the Commission cited favorably an ex parte

filing by NYNEX as an example of how this inbound joint marketing could be carried out - a

procedure where NYNEX explicitly would inform customers "that a number of companies

provide long distance service, including NYNEX Long Distance Company.'"

3 This conclusion is further buttressed by section 274 of the Act. That provision bars a
Bell operating company, as a general matter, from engaging in joint marketing with its separate
electronic publishing affiliate, section 274(c)(l), but expressly permits the Bell operating
company to provide "inbound telemarketing or referral services," section 274(c)(2)(A). And if
inbound services are permitted even where joint marketing is restricted, then they must certainly
be permitted where it js not.

4 Implementation ofthe Non-Accounting Safeguards ofSection 27J and 272, 11 FCC
Rcd 21905,22045-22047 (1996) ("Safeguards Order").

5 See Ex Parte letter from Susanne Guyer to William F. Caton, CC Docket No. 96-149,
(filed Oct. 23, 1996), cited in Safeguards Order, n.764.

3
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The script proposed by Ameritech fully complies both with the express terms of the

Safeguards Order itself, and with the specific procedure that was cited favorably in that order. 6

It first reminds customers that they have a choice of long distance carriers. It then informs

customers that Ameritech is one of the choices, but immediately offers to read a list of other

available carriers.

The Commission's only explanation for its about face here is that the Safeguards Order

also requires a Bell company to "provide" a list of carriers in random order. Ameritech Order, ~

376. But the Ameritech script does explicitly offer to read such a list. Id. 7 And as the

Commission itself recognizes elsewhere in the same order, to "make available," as Ameritech

expressly proposes to do, is consistent with a "commonly understood" meaning of "provide."

[d., -r. Ito.

As a result, to the extent the Order here suggests that the list not only must be made

available, but must actually be read -- apparently whether the customer wants to hear it or not --

it is simply inconsistent with the rules adopted in the Safeguards Order.

4. The discussion of the script proposed bv Ameritech raises serious constitutional

concerns. Under the Commission's own analysis, precluding a Bell operating company from

6 Specifically the cited portion of the Ameritech script states: "You have a choice of
companies, including Ameritech Long Distance, for long distance service. Would you like me to
read from a list of other available long distance companies or do you know which company you
would like?" Arneritech Order at -r. 375.

7 The Order complains that the list was only available if the "customer affirmatively
requests the names," id., but in reality it is the script which "affirmatively" makes the list
available to the customer, and merely leaves it to the customer to choose whether or not he or she
wants to hear the list.

4



providing truthful infonnation to its customers through a script such as that proposed by

Ameritech also would create serious constitutional issues.

As the Commission itself has recognized, commercial speech of the type at issue here is

afforded First Amendment protection so long as the speech concerns a lawful activity and is not

misleading or fraudulent -- not an issue here. Posadas de Puerto Rico Assoc. v. Tourism Co.,

478 U.S. 328, 340 (1986). Such speech can only be restricted where there is a substantial

government interest directly advanced by the restrictions and the restrictions are no more

extensive than necessary to serve that interest. 478 U.S. at 340 (citing Central Hudson Gas &

Electric Corp. v. Public Services Commission, 447 U.S. 557, 566 (1980)).

The Commission itself recognized the problem when it interpreted the Act's explicit

prohibition on the ability of large long distance carriers to joint market their long distance service

with resold local services, and construed the prohibition narrowly to minimize the First

Amendment concerns. Here, in contrast, the statute specifically pennits a Bell operating

company to market and sell its affiliate's long distance services, yet the Ameritech Order

nowhere explains how preventing a Bell company from using a script such as that proposed by

Ameritech satisfies the rigorous constitutional standard.

It does not because it cannot. Any conceivable concern is addressed by reminding callers

that they have a choice of long distance carriers, and offering to provide a list of those carriers.

In today's world of multi-million dollar long distance marketing campaigns, customers already

are aware that they have choices for long distance service. Indeed, customers are least likely to

be aware that the Bell company affiliate also offers such service. If a cone of silence is lowered

over the Bell company, customers are less likely to understand their long distance options, and

- will be less able to benefit from the additional competition that Bell company entry into the long

5



distance market can provide. As a result, it actually hanns the very governmental interest the

Commission claims it is protecting.

CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, the portion of the Commission's order discussing the script

proposed by Ameritech for use on inbound calls should be withdrawn.

Respectfully submitted,
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Thank you for inviting me here today to discuss whether the Telecommunications Act of

1996 is broken and. if so, how to fix it. The way in which this question is usually put suggests

to me that many thought that the journey from local monopoly to competitive markets would be

a quick and smooth one. The real truth, however. is that no one who fully understands the

economics or technical aspects of this industry would have predicted that local telephone

competition would blossom overnight -- or even fully mature within two years after the Act's

passage. To be sure. in the wake of the Act's passage as well as during the maneuvering to get

the legislation enacted. we did hear rosy predictions about cable telephony and successful forays

by the long distance companies into local telephone service. but these predictions were clearly

self-serving and overly-optimistic. Not surprisingly. such predictions led to unrealistic

expectations and, consequently, disappointment by those who expected that consumers would

see the benefits of competition soon after the Act's passage.

To understand why the Act sets the right course. we must first get beyond the unrealistic

expectations about how competition would unfold. Then. we can examine what are the basic

steps along the way from regulated monopoly to competitive markets. Finally, once we

understand the nature of this market-opening process, we can assess where things are. what

progress has been made, and what is likely to lie ahead. As the title of my talk indicates. I think

it is pretty clear that the disappointments about the progress thus far do not reflect any inherent

or unremediable flaws in the Act, but rather, the unrealistic expectations set during the Act's

passage and. possibly, the understandable eagerness of our political system to cut short a

deregulatory course that is designed for long distance runners. not sprinters. My own view is

that the Telecom Act maps out a fundamentally sound approach and that we are making
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progress. albeit less than we all would like. and that we should stick to this course so that we can

all benefit from the changes that will continue to take place as we bring competition to the local

telephone market. 1

Now. in saying that the Act points in the right direction. I do not mean to say that it's just

a question of time before we see full-scale competition. Implementing the Act is a difficult task,

with lots of money and entrenched interests at stake. and it will require us to resolve some very

tricky technologicaL technical -- and yes. unfortunately. even legal -- issues: moreover. realizing

the Act's vision of a competitive marketplace will also necessitate that we make the difficult

transition from a system containing implicit subsidies reserved for incumbents to one providing

only explicit ones that are competitively neutral. Although this kind of terrain is difficult to

traverse. I believe that we must go forward because the old system of regulated monopoly was

worse and. in the long run, unsustainable. The alternative, in short, was to attempt to maintain

our inefficient, bifurcated market for local and long distance services and its cross-subsidization

of different services. The clear consensus of those who understand this industry, however. is

that such a course would not only have undercut the movement towards the offering of one-stop

shopping for telecommunications services. but that it would have involved the gradual "cherry

picking." through bypass opportunities. of profitable local and exchange access customers,

'As Larry Darby. former Chief Economist at the FCC, put it, "The abrupt and substantial
regulatory departures from the past that were required by the legislation can't be implemented
overnight. Too much is at stake, and the stakeholders are too well schooled in their procedural
rights. These things ~~ regulatory change and market adjustments -- take time." Larry Darby,
"A Year and a Half Later: Is the Telecommunications Act Working'?" Telco Competition
Reports. (July 3, 1997).
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